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Applicants: Scott Clare et al ^ , 
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Art Unit: 3615 
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For: Hidden Storage for Vehicles 

RENEWRP PBTTTTOW TO the: ry^^^r 

Assistant Commissioner for Patents 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

Sir: 

in response to a decision mailed April 15, 1999 on the 
Petition to the Commissioner filed November 4, 1998 under the 
provisions of 37 CFR i. 18 i in the above- identified application, 
kindly consider the following: 

Item 2 of the Petition filed November 4, 1998 was directed to 
the objections raised by the Examiner on pages 15-16 (paragraph 16) 
and pages 17-18 (paragraph 21) of the Office Action mailed 10/9/98. 
Item 2 of the Petition was dismissed on the basis that: 
"The storage boxes and wheel well of Figures 10-12 
however are different -elements, in that they represent 
different embodiments of the box and of the well." 
The statement does not accurately reflect the issue in that 
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storage boxes 103 and wheel wells 104 in Figures ,. l2 are elemenCs Qf 
the "modifications of the fender/side panels of the Mdden storage 
system" , see page 14, ii nes 9 - 25 o£ Applicants ■ specif ication) , and 
modifications of the "fender/side panels of the hidden storage 
system" are indicated by different reference numerals "100" and 
"100" in Figures 9-12. The issue is not merely concerned with 
elements 103 and 104 of Figures 10-12. 

The issue raised in item 2 of the Petition was not merely 
directed to "elements" 103 and 104 in Figures 9-12, but als0 to the 
Examiner, similar objections to Figures 13-14 and 15-16, with the 
primary issue being relative to MPEP 608.02 <p, „, and the "Guide for 
the Preparation of Patent Drawings", xt is noted that the decision 
» ttttllx siisat as to the objections raised by 

relative to Figures 13-14 and 15-16. and as being consistent or 
-consistent with respect to MPEP 608.02,p, „, and the , Gulde „ MpEp 
S0 8 .02<p, ,4, was quoted in item 2 of the Petition and it is not 
understood why a decision relative to item 2 did not address this 
section of the mpep, an(J such ls requeste(J 

The issue stated in item 2 of the Petition is restated as 



follows : 



^ a. identic ssms ^ ^ iliusuatsi in 

ox wxz fiau^ „. a ai££siSDt Is££IgnEa numgial 

in sash figure 

It is submitted that the Examiner's objections to Figures 
10-12. 13-14. and 15-16 requiring different reference numerals for 
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the same component in different figures is in contradiction to MPEP 
608. 02 (p) (4) and to the -Guide for the Preparation of Patent 
Drawings" published by the Patent and Trademark Office, and it is 
again requested that this issue be specifically addressed. 

Conclng-i^n 

Reconsideration of the dismissal of item 2 of Applicants' 
Petition filed November 4, 1998 is requested. This same or a similar 
issue has been raised by petition in copending applications Serial 
No. 08/896,392 and Serial No. 09/082,281 being examined by the same 
Examiner. Thus, an early resolution of this issue is requested. 

Date: 4- 3 / >• 79 

Respectfully submitted, 
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L. E. Carnahan 

Agent for Applicants 
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